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Abstract 
European universities follow the Humboldtian principles to provide for research, teaching and learning. Students and academic 
staff are part of internal stakeholders and they participate in university governance by collective bodies such as universities 
senate and faculty councils. At present, the management and governance of the universities become complex and often there are 
divergent interests between external and internal stakeholders. New trends in organization of the management structures of 
universities prefigure the end of the democratic decision- making tradition in universities replacing it with management structures 
similar to market- based institutions or commercial companies. This change will strongly affect the traditional participatory 
institutional democracy of European universities. The aim is to maintain a balance between the internal and external stakeholders. 
This paper seeks to analyze the various factors influencing the power of internal stakeholders in the countries that participate in 
the EUROAC Survey from an international comparative perspective. In the present situation, when almost all internal 
stakeholders in the participating countries of the EUROAC Survey are loosing their power, it becomes necessary for us to discuss 
the problem from an international perspective. More specifically, the focus will be on the following topics: (1) internal decision 
making; (2) the role of internal stakeholders in university governance process; and (3) junior-senior relation. 
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1. The role of internal stakeholder in European higher Education 
In the HE system, however, there are two perspectives related to internal and external stakeholders. These two 
categories have different priorities. The internal stakeholders’ priorities are the mission of the institute, developing 
the activity of faculties and the critical thinking. The external stakeholders’ objectives are the diversification of the 
general environment of universities following the business-like model. 
In the context of higher education, stakeholders are those groups that have various interests in one university but 
all these interests converge toward a single goal, namely winning a prominent position of institution. Group of 
stakeholders include government, employers, students, academic and administrative staff, institutional managers, 
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prospective students and their parents, taxpayers. Campbell and Rozsnyai (2002, p. 133) define stakeholder as 
“students, society, and government participating in or benefiting from the provision of education”.  
Today, the internal stakeholders have been loss the influence in HE system and the external stakeholders increase 
their role. Altbach remarked that academic are loosing their dominating power in universities (Altbach 2000:10). 
As Zhang and Zhang (2008:814) highlight the university- internal stakeholders relationship  follows three basic 
concepts: “first, the development of university is the result of a series of internal support factors such as university 
teachers, students, academy, social  services; secondly, the realization process of university brand, which exists in 
minds of stakeholders, is to meet the value needs and expectations of stakeholders, to maximize satisfaction of 
stakeholders, thereby enhancing their sense of identity and loyalty; thirdly, the satisfaction and recognition of 
stakeholders towards university is the important foundation to get their active participation and support, which is an 
important condition to promote university development.” 
In a comprehensive way, the internal stakeholders can be defined as a board of trustees, rector (president) and 
vice president, deans and chairs, faculty representatives, academic staff and student ambassador. Also, last but not 
least, the non-academic staff and the cohort of students. The management and development of university depend on 
its relationship with stakeholders. But the list would not stop here. HEIs would need to consider, also, their alumni, 
the parent body, the community where they are located, and the entities (public and private) that will be employing 
their graduating students. 
The nexus university-stakeholders also includes interpersonal relationship among stakeholders. Through these 
mutual interactions the stakeholders propagate their experience and perception, either positive or negative, about 
university to other stakeholders. If the general perception is positive, then the stakeholders’ trust in university will 
be enhancing. For example, parents and students usually take the recommendation from information channels 
closely related to the academic environment such as teachers, registration guide, media advertising and so on. 
During its process of shaping reputation, universities are using this nexus to have positive publicity because the 
stakeholders’ positive perception reflects their higher degree of satisfaction and allowed forming a positive 
reputation. 
Students are an important group of internal stakeholders. The satisfaction degree of students and parents is 
proportional to the reputation of the university and is correlated with employment rate and expected income after 
graduation. The reputable universities provide students better learning conditions, proper arrangements for teaching 
courses as well as stimulating environment for self-development. As Kerr (Kerr, 2001) pointed out, only when a 
university improves personnel training quality and scientific research abilities can it get better reputation and attract 
more outstanding students. A top university must prospect the students’ and parents’ expectations in order to 
establish policies and strategic development plans, and to design reasonable and humane student management 
system. Over time the role of the students as internal stakeholders was different in terms of importance. Between 
1970s and 1990s the students became more visible on the governing bodies of universities as members of academic 
community (Student Goteborg Declaration 2001). 
During the last years, the new general context raises the role of external stakeholders as an entity representing the 
interests of external environment. A new demand for universities is the request to become involved in for-profit 
activities. As a result, the formal participation of the student in collective decision making has disappeared.  
External and internal HE environments are deeply and constantly changing. HEIs compete to attract and retain 
highly skilled academia (Baruch, 2006: 129). The young generation, called generation Y (Gen Y) is highly skilled 
people that place high value on career development and will work for organisations that will provide them with 
career development opportunities (Mayer, 2006: 65). Due to this demand, organisations are forced to assume 
responsibility to plan and manage their employees’ careers (De Vos et al., 2008: 162). Generally, the academic staff 
enters the profession merely for altruistic reasons such as helping students to succeed, due to their desire to teach 
and help society develop (Mayer, 2006: 63). However, the younger generation Gen Y might enter academia for 
different reasons. Some of them might enter the teaching profession for extrinsic reasons such as money, status and 
holidays (Mayer, 2006: 63). Gen Y might look for organisations that can offer them flexibility, autonomy, support 
for personal growth and ability to learn new things (Edgar, 2001, cited in Mayer, 2006: 58). Therefore, finding out 
the reasons why people leave the HE system is as important as it will identify challenges that employees face. 
Reasons to leave the HE system include: dissatisfaction with relations between seniors; working conditions; 
fewer hours spent on research; excessive workload; financial rewards; lack of career opportunities; and work-life 
balance (Metcalf et al., 2005:20). According to Mayer (2006) the Australian young academic staff leave the HE 
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system due to: lack of input in decision making; wanting new challenges; teaching out of field; insufficient 
autonomy; poor salary; and personal circumstances (Mayer, 2006: 65).  
Teachers form a special society organization and are important internal stakeholders of a university. They are 
higher education providers, organization supervisors and represent the most primary university human resources. 
They are not only simply employees of university but also owners of it (Zhang & Zhang, 2008).   
Interaction between university and its alumni network has increasingly influence on university activities. Alumni 
represent consenting links between graduates and alma mater. It is an association of graduates or of former students. 
Alumni associations are organised around universities or departments of universities 
The alumni network plays an important role in the development of university as it can influence the university 
reputation, can provide financial support for university, can facilitate the graduate placement services, participation 
in the teaching process, and so on. In the United States, almost all universities have Alumni offices and this 
organisational system is implemented in the majority of European universities. 
The “product” services of university provide academic community scientific research and technical services. The 
way how these services effectively meet the needs of academic users and maximize their interest represent the base 
of survival and development of university.    
Parents are interested in the university where their child is educated but they are no authority and influence over 
the institution. Also, although the local community is directly interested in social mission of the HEI it has little 
influence on the enterprise.  
2. Governance, internal stakeholders and junior-senior relation: European comparison 
The participating countries are: Austria (AT), Switzerland (CH), Croatia (HR), Ireland (IE), Poland (PL), 
Romania (RO), Germany (DE), and Finland (FI). 
Data selection according to Romanian sample is:  
- doctoral or post-doctoral degree 
- institution: university  
Disciplines: 
- Teacher training and education science 
- Social and behavioural sciences 
- Physical sciences, mathematics, computer sciences 
- Engineering, manufacturing and construction, architecture. 
The theme of management contains subthemes cover institutional management, internal decision maker 
(stakeholder) and junior-senior relation.  For the purpose of this paper, we report the findings of one of these 
questions, as it encompasses a broad range of topic related to academic management. 
Patterns of academic trajectories vary from country to country. In general, the highest position is the full 
professor and it is not as easy to compare career paths below this level. In Anglo-Saxon countries and in Poland, a 
Habilitation is required. In Romania, the new law of education imposes this criterion. Generally, the junior staff 
represents all positions in-between the doctorate and professorship and senior staff represents associate and full 
professor positions. In this study we analyzed separately senior and junior staff. The first group includes senior 
academic staff (associate professor and full professor). The second group classifies lectures/assistant professors and 
assistants as junior staff. 
Depending on the countries, differences are observed that are difficult to interpret: they are probably due in part 
to the different definitions of senior-junior staff. 
2.1. Discipline orientation of academics 
The academics that are specialized in specific academic disciplines gradually form their own social identities 
shaped by the specific environments of their respective disciplines. These identities accompany the entire academic 
career evolution. The range of subject areas in which respondents locate their academic work by countries is 
summarised in Table 1 (Discipline or Field of Current Academic Unit).  
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 2010 2007/2008 
 A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
aver
age 
Teacher training and education science 0 2 0 1
5 
1 3
6 
9 1
6 
10 
Social and behavioural sciences 2
3 
3
0 
2
7 
2
7 
3 1
1 
2
4 
2
7 
22 
Physical sciences, mathematics, computer sciences 5
1 
5
5 
2
7 
3
3 
3
2 
2
1 
4
4 
3
2 
37 
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, 
architecture 
2
5 
1
2 
4
6 
2
5 
6
4 
3
3 
2
3 
2
5 
32 
Total 1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
100 
Count (n) 3
70 
1
82 
3
7 
1
62 
4
37 
3
23 
2
60 
2
09 
247 
Question A2: Please, identify the academic discipline or field of your ... 
Table 1 Discipline or Field of Current Academic Unit (percent) all 
 
The survey identified that most of respondents belong to the “physical sciences” (including mathematics and 
computer science) (37% on average), “engineering” (including manufacturing, construction and architecture) (32%), 
“Social and behavioural sciences” (22%), and “Teacher training and education science” (10%). The numbers 
identified in the area of education are small. In contrast the small proportions of education, if grouped with the 
physical sciences and engineering, they constitute about two thirds of all the respondents. The widely established 
practice of expecting completion of doctorates in these laboratory and engineering disciplines before appointment to 
established academic positions will clearly influence the high proportion of higher degrees shown in the response to 
the survey. 
Table 2 shows the discipline orientation of academics by country and for both senior and junior staff. In 
Romanian case, the number of valid questionnaires returned was 363 giving a response rate of 30.3% which 
represents a higher percentage than is typical of most surveys in Romania. The response rate for each of the cells in 
the above categorization varies from a low of 11.8% for senior staff of Social and behavioural sciences to a high of 
79.6% for senior staff of Engineering, manufacturing and construction, architecture. 
For junior academics, the lower response rate around of 9% is for Social and behavioural sciences and Physical 
sciences, mathematics, computer sciences and the higher is of 26.4% for Teacher training and education science. 
This structure of rate of participation appears due to long term lack of new members’ admission into the higher 
education system. 
 
  2010 2007/2008 
  AT CH HR IE PL RO DE FI average 
Teacher training 
and education 
science 
Seniors 0 2 0 19 1 22 11 15 9 
 Juniors 0 2 0 12 0 42 8 15 10 
Social and 
behavioural 
sciences 
Seniors 23 31 29 21 3 7 27 28 21 
 Juniors 20 29 25 32 3 14 21 25 21 
Physical sciences, 
mathematics,  
computer sciences 
Seniors 55 57 18 31 32 24 38 25 35 
 Juniors 51 55 35 34 32 17 50 39 39 
Engineering, 
manufacturing & 
Seniors 23 10 53 29 64 47 24 31 35 
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construction, 
architecture 
 Juniors 29 14 40 23 65 27 21 21 30 
Total --- 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Count (n) Seniors 154 83 17 58 373 59 119 99 962 
 Juniors 144 99 20 101 63 159 141 103 830 
Question A2: Please, identify the academic discipline or field of your ... 
Table 2 Discipline or Field of Current Academic Unit (percent)  seniors&juniors 
 
This lack of availability of suitable professional opportunities after graduating, produced by there being too many 
graduates to for the market, pushes students to look for further qualifications. They are convinced that this can help 
them to find better jobs. 
2.2. Views of Institutional Management and Administration 
In the EuroAc survey, respondents were asked about their opinion on institutional management and 
administration. Comparison of the responses to each of the nine areas by all the other countries and Romania yields 
the following results: a strong emphasis on the institution's mission (other countries average 39%; Romania 24%); 
good communication between management and academics (27%; 16%); a top-down management style (52%; 66%); 
collegiality in decision-making processes (26%; 8%); a strong performance orientation (42%; 17%); a cumbersome 
administrative process (55%; 24%); a supportive attitude of administrative staff towards teaching activities (32%; 
41%); a supportive attitude of administrative staff towards research activities (36%; 25%); and professional 
development for administrative/management duties for individual faculty (31%; 40%).  
Romanian academics express a slightly negative opinion on management. On a five point semantic differentiation 
scale, ranging from 1: strongly agree, to 3: neutral, to 5: strongly disagree, their average responses were as follows:  
A top-down management style 2,6 
Collegiality in decision-making processes 4,5 
The response from Romania indicates that institutional managers are not perceived to be strongly involved in any 
of the items under discussion (see Table 3). In this context only 25% of respondents perceive institutional 
management as „there is a supportive attitude of administrative staff towards research activities” and 40% for 
„professional development for administrative/ management duties for individual faculty”. A majority of survey 
participants (66%) indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed that at their universities there is “a top-down 
management style”. 
Only 8% of respondents claim that there „is a good communication between management and academics” and 
„there exists collegiality in decision-making processes”.  
17% of respondents perceive institutional management as strong oriented towards performance and 83% of 
respondents expressed a clear opinion of disagreement.  
Surprisingly, 76% of survey participants indicate that they strongly disagreed or not agreed that “a cumbersome 
administrative process” existed at their institutions. Also 76% of respondents did not express a clear view on the 
importance of the mission of the institution. 
Despite the bureaucracy that these responses seem to indicate as characteristics of Romanian universities, 
respondents generally agree that a supportive attitude of administrative staff existed in their institutions. 
 
 2010 2007/2008  
A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
Aver
age 
A strong emphasis on the institution's mission 4
1 
4
5 
2
8 
4
8 
2
0 
2
4 
4
2 
6
2 
39 
Good communication between management and 
academics 
2
3 
3
4 
3
9 
1
9 
2
7 
1
6 
2
4 
3
5 
27 
A top-down management style 6 4 3 7 4 6 4 4 52 
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2 6 8 5 0 6 1 9 
Collegiality in decision-making processes 2
4 
4
7 
3
3 
1
1 
3
2 
8 3
1 
2
6 
26 
A strong performance orientation 4
9 
6
3 
2
9 
5
5 
5
5 
1
7 
0 6
6 
42 
A cumbersome administrative process 7
3 
4
0 
4
4 
7
6 
6
7 
2
4 
6
2 
5
5 
55 
A supportive attitude of administrative staff towards 
teaching activities 
3
0 
5
6 
1
9 
3
0 
3
0 
4
1 
2
8 
2
1 
32 
A supportive attitude of administrative staff towards 
research activities 
4
3 
7
1 
1
7 
5
1 
2
6 
2
5 
3
9 
1
9 
36 
Professional development 
foradministrative/management duties for individual 
faculty 
4
0 
5
7 
3 4
3 
1
4 
4
0 
2
1 
2
9 
31 
Count (n) 2
38 
1
67 
3
6 
1
21 
4
28 
3
23 
2
31 
1
94 
217 
Question E4: At my institution there is ... (Scale of answer from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree) 
Table 3 Strong Views of Institutional Management and Administration (percent; responses 1 and 2) all 
 
There is close relationship between internal stakeholder, management and institution performance. Ahmad et all. 
indicated many links between internal stakeholder attributes and long-term performance objectives of universities 
(S. J. Ahmad, N. O'Regan, A. Ghobadian, 2005). This strong correlation highlights both the impact of internal 
stakeholder engagement on performances of the HEI and associated the leadership style with higher levels of 
internal stakeholder engagement.  
During the last years, the decision making is changed from a bottom-up structure (in which faculty meetings have 
much power) to a top-down structure (with strong institutional managers, e.g. the trustee committee and the 
president). This shift can be illustrated by a case study of eight countries, based on the responses in the surveys (see 
Table 4). Almost half of respondents, both senior and junior academics, perceive the Institutional management and 
administrations as being oriented from top to bottom. In Romania, from the junior staff’s viewpoint one of the 
defining characteristics of their institution is a top-down management style (71% versus 54% of seniors), and a 
strong performance orientation (23%). Collegiality is not very apparent with respect to decision-making processes 
(11%; 0%), and communication between management and academics is not considered to be very good (17% versus 
5% of seniors). This is a characterisation that often is associated with managerialism. Following these results, junior 
academic staff and senior academics seem to have little in common with respect the influence in academia. Similar 
opinions exist for management style. 
 
  2010 2007/2008 
  A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
aver
age 
A strong emphasis on the institution's mission Seniors 4
6 
5
4 
3
5 
5
9 
2
2 
0 4
6 
6
6 
41 
 Juniors 3
6 
3
6 
2
1 
4
2 
1
0 
3
2 
3
8 
5
9 
34 
Good communi-cation between management  
and academics 
Seniors 2
9 
3
6 
3
5 
2
2 
2
8 
5 2
8 
3
5 
27 
 Juniors 1
6 
3
3 
4
2 
1
8 
2
1 
1
7 
2
1 
3
6 
26 
A top-down management style Seniors 5
8 
3
6 
3
5 
7
4 
4
1 
5
4 
4
0 
5
4 
49 
 Juniors 6
4 
5
5 
4
1 
7
6 
3
2 
7
1 
4
2 
4
3 
53 
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Collegiality in decision-making processes Seniors 2
8 
4
6 
3
5 
1
1 
3
4 
0 3
4 
3
0 
27 
 Juniors 2
0 
4
7 
3
2 
1
1 
2
2 
1
1 
2
8 
2
3 
24 
A strong perfor-mance orientation Seniors 5
2 
5
8 
3
5 
6
4 
5
4 
0 0 7
5 
42 
 Juniors 4
7 
6
7 
2
4 
5
0 
5
8 
2
3 
0 5
8 
41 
A cumbersome administrative process Seniors 7
2 
5
1 
2
4 
7
2 
6
6 
2
4 
5
5 
5
9 
53 
 Juniors 7
1 
2
8 
6
5 
7
8 
7
3 
2
1 
6
8 
4
9 
57 
A supportive attitude of administrative staff 
towards teaching activities 
Seniors 3
2 
5
7 
2
4 
3
0 
2
9 
5
1 
3
2 
1
8 
34 
 Juniors 2
5 
5
5 
1
6 
3
0 
3
2 
3
7 
2
4 
2
3 
30 
A supportive attitude of administrative staff 
towards research activities 
Seniors 4
3 
6
8 
1
8 
4
6 
2
5 
1
0 
4
0 
1
4 
33 
 Juniors 4
3 
7
4 
1
6 
5
5 
2
8 
2
5 
3
8 
2
4 
38 
Professional development for administrative/ 
management duties for individual faculty 
Seniors 4
5 
4
8 
7 3
7 
1
5 
5
5 
1
7 
3
4 
32 
 Juniors 3
4 
6
4 
0 4
7 
8 3
4 
2
4 
2
5 
30 
Total --- 1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
100 
Count (n) Seniors 1
14 
7
8 
1
7 
4
6 
3
65 
5
9 
1
10 
9
2 
110 
 Juniors 1
06 
8
9 
1
9 
7
4 
6
2 
1
59 
1
21 
9
6 
91 
Question E4: At my institution there is ... (Scale of answer from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree) 
Table 4 Strong Views of Institutional Management and Administration (percent; responses 1 and 2) 
seniors & juniors 
 
2.3. Personal Influence at Institution Level 
Academics in the survey were asked: “How influential are you, personally, in helping to shape key academic 
policies?” on a scale of possible answers from 1, “very influential” to 4, “not at all influential” with respect to the 
department or institute as the smallest unit, the Faculty as the intermediate one, and the institutional level of the 
university itself. The academics’ influence is from highest to the smallest, and from lowest on the largest, possible 
institutional unit.   
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 2010 2007/2008  
A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
Aver
age 
At the level of the department or similar unit 5
6 
3
1 
8
3 
2
2 
6
6 
4
6 
7
5 
6
2 
55 
At the level of the faculty, school or similar unit 2
2 
8 5
4 
7 3
4 
6
1 
4
4 
2
1 
31 
At the institutional level 7 6 1
4 
3 1
0 
3 1
6 
1
1 
9 
Count (n) 2
57 
1
78 
3
5 
1
20 
4
26 
3
23 
2
37 
1
91 
221 
Question E2: How influential are you, personally, in helping to shape key academic policies? (Scale of answer 1 = Very 
Influential to 4 = Not at all Influential) 
Table 5 High Personal Influence at Institution Level (percent; responses 1 and 2) 
 
Comparison of the responses to each of the three areas by all the other countries and Romania yields the 
following results: personal influence at the level of the department or similar unit (other countries average 55%; 
Romania 46%); personal influence at the level of the faculty, school or similar unit (31%; 61%); and personal 
influence at the institutional level (9%; 3%). For Romania, regarding the staff influence in setting the priorities of 
the academic policies, at the level of the department or similar unit 54% of survey respondents are not at all 
influential and little influential, while only 31% are somewhat influential (see Table 5). At the level of the faculty, 
school or similar unit 61% of respondents are very influential. At the institutional level 97% of respondents are not 
at all influential and little influential. 
It does not come as a surprise that senior academics consider themselves more or equally influential at their 
institutions, while other academic staff obviously are far less influential and more or less consider themselves 
lacking any influence at the institutional level. Junior academic staff and senior academics seem to have little 
influence at the institutional level. The differences between the proportions of junior and senior respondents having 
influence at the level of the department or similar unit appear widest in Croatia (55%; 11%) and Ireland (44%; 8%).  
The personal influence at the level of the faculty, school or similar unit presents gap in Austria (41%; 5%), Croatia 
(16%; 2%) and Finland (37%; 6%). The personal influence at the institutional level appears widest in Germany 
(28%; 4%). 
Often, but not in all countries, this is combined with clear status distinctions between junior staff and fully 
established senior staff, with a little influence for the junior staff. 
The explanation consists in that many young academics at universities in Germany and Croatia are employed on 
the basis of external research grants, so they exclusively undertake research. Also, the number of junior staff at 
universities is very small. The status gap and the degree of dependency of the junior academics of their senior 
supervisors might have caused the little influence of junior staff at institutional level. 
The respondents agree with the growing power of management of the higher education institutions, the stronger 
role of evaluation activities, incentives and sanctions might have weakened the position of the academic staff.   
2.4. Involvement in academic management 
Table 6 presents the academic staff view on academic management and institutional practices. 
 2010 2007/2008  
A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
Aver
age 
Top-level administrators are providing competent 
leadership 
4
3 
4
8 
5
0 
2
8 
3
1 
3
0 
3
6 
4
1 
38 
I am kept informed about what is going on at this 
institution 
5
4 
5
3 
4
4 
3
4 
2
6 
3
3 
5
3 
5
2 
47 
Lack of faculty involvement is a real problem 5 2 6 5 1 2 4 2 40 
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7 3 4 9 8 4 5 7 
Students should have a stronger voice in determi-ning 
policy that affects them 
3
9 
2
3 
4
2 
4
3 
1
5 
3
1 
3
7 
2
3 
32 
The administration supports academic freedom 4
5 
6
7 
7
8 
3
8 
1
6 
3
8 
4
6 
1
8 
43 
Count (n) 2
42 
1
69 
3
6 
1
21 
4
27 
3
23 
2
31 
1
92 
218 
Question E5: Please indicate your views on the following issues. (Scale of answer from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly 
disagree) 
Table 6 Strong Views on Institutional Practice (percent; responses 1 and 2) all 
 
Around 47% (on average) of respondents express a clear agreement regarding „the level of information about 
what is going on at this institution”, 38% for „providing a competent leadership by top-level administrators” and 
43% for „ the administration supports academic freedom” (see Table 6). In average the 40% of survey participants 
expressed their strong agreement regarding the lack of involvement of faculty in current issues is a real problem.  
Only 32% of respondents expressed strong agreement with the real implication of the students in decision making 
process on issues affecting them. This reality is perceived in this manner in spite of the Act on Student Council and 
other Student Organisations (2007), that specified the student representatives should be elected in the governing 
bodies of all institutions of higher education (as university senates, councils of polytechnics, the Agency for Science 
and Higher Education Accreditation Council, etc.). Until now, by law, all higher education institutions should have a 
student ombudsman (as a neutral third party) who represents students’ interests body (present to the management of 
the institution student’s complaints, advise students on their statutory and legal rights and assist them in any 
disciplinary cases). Moreover, the students in all countries are involved in the evaluation process of academic staff 
mostly via questionnaires. This is currently the main method for evaluating the quality of teaching staff. The 
frequency of evaluations is generally between four and six years. There are, however, some exceptions. Evaluation 
occurs annually in Romania and Finland.  
Romanian academics now appear to have slightly negative relations with management. On a five point semantic 
differentiation scale, ranging from 1: strongly disagree, to 3: neutral, to 5: strongly agree, their average responses to 
the following statements were as follows:  
Top level administrators are providing competent leadership: 3.2  
I am kept informed about what is going on in this institution: 3.1  
Lack of faculty involvement is a real problem: 3.3  
Students should have a stronger voice in determining policy that affects them: 3.1 
The administration is supporting academic freedom: 3.1  
These responses indicate the negative effects of insidious but growing managerialism in the Romanian 
universities. 
Academic freedom is the right of scholars to pursue their research, to teach, and to publish without control or 
restrain from the institutions that employ them (The Columbia Encyclopedia). It recognizes the right of academics to 
define their own areas of inquiry and to pursue the truth as they see it. Today, the academia is facing new 
challenges. As administrative power is getting stronger and the academic power eroded, many professors reiterated 
the great importance of academic freedom and, meanwhile they are working to improve their accountability and 
efficiency. 
The status and prestige of the academic profession have clearly declined during the last years. Professors, who 
have traditionally had remarkable conformity with academic freedom and autonomy, are now experiencing feelings 
of alienation. A percent of 38% of respondents (on average), believe that “The administration supports academic 
freedom”. This attitude can be explain by the fact that the institutions are now placed in a much more highly 
competitive environment, and considerable pressure has been placed on universities to strengthen management, to 
become more entrepreneurial and corporate-like. On the other hand, the academia requires a high degree of freedom 
from intellectually so it is necessary to limit the external intervention and control to perform effectively (Altbach, et 
al., 1994:56.). The university needs therefore to reach an agreement with the government and other social 
institutions to protect academic freedom and autonomy. 
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  2010 2007/2008 
  AT CH HR IE PL RO DE FI average 
Top-level 
administrators are 
providing  
competent 
leadership 
Seniors 51 50 35 35 32 17 42 42 38 
Juniors 37 45 63 25 26 39 30 41 38 
I am kept informed 
about what is 
going on at this 
institution 
Seniors 59 55 47 30 25 34 62 57 46 
Juniors 51 51 42 36 31 32 44 49 42 
Lack of faculty 
involvement is a 
real problem 
Seniors 52 28 76 59 17 22 40 24 40 
Juniors 61 18 53 59 27 20 49 30 40 
Students should 
have a stronger 
voice in deter-
mining policy that 
affects them 
Seniors 37 23 35 28 15 39 32 23 29 
Juniors 44 23 47 51 17 24 41 21 34 
The admini-
stration supports 
academic freedom 
Seniors 54 73 76 48 17 49 45 12 47 
Juniors 38 61 79 32 10 35 47 25 40 
Total --- 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Count (n) Seniors 114 78 17 46 364 59 111 94 110 
Juniors 107 91 19 74 62 159 120 92 91 
Question E5: Please indicate your views on the following issues. (Scale of answer from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly 
disagree) 
Table 7 Strong Views on Institutional Practice (percent; responses 1 and 2) seniors & juniors 
 
The senior academics indicated a more positive view toward the issue of “administration supports academic 
freedom”; in average 47% of them either strongly agreed or agreed that the administration supported academic 
freedom. From junior staff point of view the percent is 40% (Table 7). Poland and Finland are widest far from 
average. In Finnish case, the new Universities Act made universities independent legal personalities namely 
although state remains the main financier of universities they are separated from the nation state and the state 
budget. Consequently, universities are no longer developed as part of the state administration. From the perspective 
of employees, employment relationships became contractual employment relationships. Hence, the new law 
changed the working conditions and social practices of academic staff and, as consequence, the perception on 
academic freedom. 
As expected, junior staff is expressing a favorable opinion on student involvement in university policy that 
affects them. With the exception of Ireland and Poland, the senior staff gives more importance to be informed on 
current events and issues or critical of HEI activity. 
2.5. Views on Scholarship and Career 
The general situation related to academic range is presented in Table 8. Apart from two countries, the percentage 
of junior staff holding a doctoral degree is higher than among senior staff. In Austrian case there is a balance 
between senior-junior positions, but in Poland there is a very low percent of junior staff in relation with seniors. The 
differences between the proportions of junior and senior respondents appear widest in Ireland and Romania. This is 
because, within these systems, it seems that holding a doctorate has virtually become a minimum threshold for new 
entrants to the profession. 
 
 2010 2007/2008  
A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
Aver
age 
64   Luminita Moraru /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  69 ( 2012 )  54 – 72 
Senior position 5
2 
4
6 
4
6 
3
6 
8
6 
2
6 
4
6 
4
9 
48 
Junior / other 
position 
4
8 
5
4 
5
4 
6
4 
1
4 
7
4 
5
4 
5
1 
52 
Total 1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
100 
Count (n) 2
98 
1
82 
3
7 
1
59 
4
36 
3
19 
2
60 
2
02 
237 
Question A10: What is your academic rank (If you work in a research institutions with ranks differing from those at higher 
education institutions, please choose the rank most closely corresponding to yours)? 
Table 8 Academic Rank (percent) 
 
The career pattern is a comprehensive concept that includes scientific environment, recruitment, promotion, 
contract system, tenure, retirement, labour, time spent for work, academic productivity, life-cycle, etc. Participating 
countries vary widely in their higher education structure and this influence the early career paths of academics. The 
respondents are reporting holding doctoral degree. Austria is the only country where 71% of junior staff holds 
doctoral degree (Table 9). The same situation appears for senior staff, where only 47% of respondents hold doctoral 
degree. On the other hand, Poland is the only country where respondents have full post doctoral degree among both 
junior and senior staff. The number of junior academics in the Finland (0%), Romania (5%), Ireland (9%) who 
report having a post doctoral degree is lower than most of the other countries surveyed. Once again this can be 
explained by differences in national higher education systems. However, as a general view, the European HE system 
seem to be a mature system as there is a higher proportion of academics with PhDs. For all countries, the percentage 
of junior staff holding a doctoral degree is higher than among senior staff. The differences between the proportions 
of junior and senior respondents obtaining a doctoral degree exist because holding PhD degree become compulsory 
for holding a junior post at a university.  
 
  2010 2007/2008  
  A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
Aver
age 
Yes Seni
ors 
4
7 
9
9 
1
00 
9
7 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
93 
Juni
ors 
7
1 
1
00 
1
00 
9
9 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
96 
No Seni
ors 
5
3 
1 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 
Juni
ors 
2
9 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
Count 
(n) 
 
Seni
ors 
1
54 
8
3 
1
7 
5
8 
3
73 
5
9 
1
19 
9
9 
120 
Juni
ors 
1
44 
9
9 
2
0 
1
01 
6
3 
1
59 
1
41 
1
03 
104 
Question A1: For each of your degrees, please indicate the year of completion and the country in which you obtained it. 
Table 9  Doctoral Degree Obtained (percent; multiple responses) 
 
For junior staff, the average age for obtaining the PhD degree is between 30 years old in Romania and 44,5 years 
old in Poland. 
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 2010 2007/2008  
A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
PL R
O 
DE FI Average 
Yes Seniors 77 46 88 4
9 
95 9 88 92 68 
Juniors 80 43 85 6
1 
95 45 93 89 74 
No Seniors 23 54 12 5
1 
5 91 12 8 32 
Juniors 20 57 15 3
9 
5 55 7 11 26 
Count (n) 
 
Seniors 64 79 17 5
3 
37
1 
55 11
5 
97 106 
Juniors 84 98 20 9
9 
62 15
1 
13
3 
10
2 
94 
Question A1: For each of your degrees, please indicate the year of completion and the country in which you obtained it. 
Table 10 Doctoral Degree Obtained in the Country of Current Employment (percent of respondents obtaining a 
doctoral degree) 
 
In Ireland and Romania, the percentage of junior staff holding a doctoral degree from the country in which they 
are currently employed is higher than it is for senior members of staff. This suggests that doctoral students in these 
countries obtain junior positions within the national higher education system in which they have been trained. 
But it should be noted that in the case of Romania and Croatia the phenomenon ‘Study abroad’ gains ground. It 
appears that significant proportions of Romanian and Croatian academics study for their doctorates outside of these 
countries and then return to take up academic employment. Forty-five percent of junior academics working in 
Romania had undertaken doctoral studies within Romania. In Croatia there is a similar situation with 43%. This 
situation has been driven by the large and attractive educational offer coming form different European HEIs and 
beyond and due to a strong public demand for the best education possible. 
Germany and Poland stand at the opposite site: a percent of 93% for Germany, respectively 95% for Poland of 
junior academics working in the same country where the doctoral studies were undertaken.  
In 5 out of 8 countries, the age range of awarding a doctoral degree is only between 30 and 35 years of age. In 
Poland, the academics completed their doctoral studies much later at the age of 42,3 years (in average). In case of 
senior academic the average age is 41,9 years. Generally, for all countries the doctoral degrees have a fixed length of 
three years, but there are difference between countries in completion of the first degree and Master degree. 
Also, the respondents were asked for their opinion on few statements about the academic profession.  The view 
about all the statement related to Scholarship and Career is clearly divergent in Croatia case compared to the other 
participating countries. Only the statement “This is a poor time for any young person to begin an academic career in 
my field” has obtained a similar opinion from all participating countries: the respondents express strong agreement 
(average responses 2.4 for HR, IE and FI) and neutral opinion (average responses 3.2 in case of CH, PL, RO and 
DE). 
The respondents from six countries agree or strongly agree that “Scholarship is best defined as the preparation 
and presentation of findings on original research”. Switzerland has not presented data on this issue. Also, they are 
more likely to agree that “Scholarship includes the application of academic knowledge in real-life settings” and that 
“Scholarship includes the preparation of reports that synthesize the major trends and findings in my field”. There is 
more pronounced disagreement in their views on whether “Teaching and research are hardly compatible with each 
other” (3,5 on average on a five-point scale). 
Respondents express a neutral opinion related with “My job is a source of considerable personal strain” (3,0 on 
average). However, as Table 11 shows, the differences between countries are substantial. Romanian academics 
consider their job as a source of personal strain; in Romania the reform of HE system is a continuum process and 
could be one source of stress.  In Croatia, the expressed opinion as "the job is a source of strain" is clearly in 
disagreement.   
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 2010 2007/2008 
 A
T 
C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
aver
age 
Scholarship is best defined as the preparation and  
presentation of findings on original research 
1
,9 
- 4
,1 
2
,1 
1
,9 
1
,4 
1
,8 
2
,2 
2,0 
Scholarship includes the application of academic knowledge 
in real-life settings 
2
,4 
- 4
,0 
2
,1 
2
,4 
1
,8 
2
,3 
2
,1 
2,1 
Scholarship includes the preparation of reports that  
synthesize the major trends and findings of my field 
2
,4 
- 4
,0 
2
,4 
3
,2 
1
,5 
2
,1 
2
,4 
2,3 
This is a poor time for any young person to begin an  
academic career in my field 
2
,0 
3
,2 
2
,3 
2
,6 
3
,2 
3
,4 
3
,2 
2
,6 
2,8 
If I had it to do over again, I would not become an academic 4
,1 
4
,3 
1
,6 
3
,9 
4
,2 
3
,8 
4
,1 
3
,9 
3,7 
My job is a source of considerable personal strain 2
,9 
2
,9 
4
,2 
2
,8 
3
,2 
2
,4 
3
,0 
2
,6 
3,0 
Teaching and research are hardly compatible with each other 3
,5 
3
,8 
4
,0 
3
,8 
3
,1 
3
,4 
3
,6 
3
,0 
3,5 
Faculty in my discipline have a professional obligation to 
apply their knowledge to problems in society 
2
,6 
2
,7 
4
,0 
2
,3 
3
,1 
2
,6 
2
,7 
2
,4 
2,8 
Total 1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
100 
Count (n) 3
00 
1
81 
3
7 
1
43 
4
33 
3
23 
2
50 
2
02 
234 
Question B5: Please indicate your views on the following (Scale of answers from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree) 
Table 11 Views on Scholarship and Career (arithmetic mean) all 
As regards the attractiveness of the academic profession, the respondents showed widespread opinions (see Table 
12). Among senior academics there is a slightly disagree with statement “This is a poor time for any young person to 
begin an academic career in my field” (2,8 on average on a five-point scale). Respondent from Austria, Croatia and 
Finland showed strong agreement with this issue (between 2,0 and 2,5). Junior staff express same opinion on 
average, but junior staff at Austrian Universities strongly agree with this statement (1,9) whereas Romanian junior 
staffs clearly disagree with this statement (3,5). This is good trend for the higher education system because, 
especially in recent years, there were relatively harsh conditions for junior academics (cf. Bracht & Teichler, 2006) 
to access the system. The main limiting factors are the need for a long formative period of concurrent learning and 
productive academic work; and a highly selective profession because most of those who are not promoted to senior 
ranks have to leave the profession. 
  2010 2007/2008 
  AT CH HR IE PL RO DE FI average 
Scholarship is best 
defined as the 
preparation and 
presentation of 
findings on 
original research 
Senio
rs 
1,8 - 4,0 1,9 1,9 1,3 1,7 2,1 1,8 
Junio
rs 
2,1 - 4,2 2,1 2,0 1,4 2,0 2,3 2,0 
Scholarship 
includes the 
application of 
academic know-
ledge in real-life 
settings 
Senio
rs 
2,3 - 4,2 2,1 2,4 1,8 2,4 2,1 2,2 
Junio
rs 
2,4 - 4,2 2,1 2,4 1,8 2,2 2,0 2,1 
Scholarship 
includes the 
preparation of 
Senio
rs 
2,5 - 4,2 2,5 3,1 1,5 2,1 2,3 2,3 
Junio 1,9 3,0 2,6 2,6 3,2 3,5 2,9 2,6 2,8 
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reports that 
synthesize the 
major trends and 
findings of my 
field 
rs 
This is a poor time 
for any young 
person to begin an 
academic career in 
my field 
Senio
rs 
2,0 3,3 2,1 2,8 3,2 3,4 3,4 2,5 2,8 
Junio
rs 
1,9 3,0 2,6 2,6 3,2 3,5 2,9 2,6 2,8 
If I had it to do 
over again, I 
would not  
become an 
academic 
Senio
rs 
4,2 4,6 1,4 3,9 4,2 3,6 4,3 4,1 3,8 
Junio
rs 
4,1 4,1 1,8 3,9 4,2 3,7 4,0 3,8 3,2 
My job is a source 
of considerable 
personal strain 
Senio
rs 
2,9 2,9 4,2 2,7 3,2 2,4 2,8 2,6 2,9 
Junio
rs 
2,9 2,9 4,2 2,9 3,3 2,3 3,1 2,7 3,0 
Teaching and 
research are hardly 
compatible with 
each other 
Senio
rs 
3,6 3,7 4,4 3,8 3,2 3,5 3,5 3,0 3,6 
Junio
rs 
3,3 3,8 3,7 3,7 2,5 3,4 3,6 3,0 3,4 
Faculty in my 
discipline have a 
professional 
obligation to apply 
their knowledge to 
problems in 
society 
Senio
rs 
2,6 2,6 4,1 2,2 3,1 2,8 2,6 2,3 2,8 
Junio
rs 
2,7 2,8 4,0 2,3 3,3 2,6 2,7 2,4 2,9 
Total --- 10
0 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Count (n) Senio
rs 
14
5 
83 17 53 369 59 116 94 117 
Junio
rs 
12
7 
98 20 89 63 159 134 102 99 
Question B5: Please indicate your views on the following (Scale of answers from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree) 
Table 12 Views on Scholarship and Career (arithmetic mean) seniors & juniors 
 
About the statement “If I had it to do over again, I would not become an academic”, the senior staff expresses 
disagreement (3,8) and junior academic staff  shows a neutral opinion (3,2).  Both the Croatian senior and junior 
academics were clearly agree with this statement (1,4 and 1,8) than their colleagues in other countries (between 3,6 
and 4,3 in case of seniors and between 3,8 and 4,2 for juniors). 
Statements of strain have been made close for both senior and junior in all countries.  
2.6. View on Sources of Power 
The overall picture presented by the survey shows when it comes to influence at the institutional level is one of 
shared powers between Institutional/unit managers and Faculty committees, with the exception of setting budgetary 
priorities, which very largely is seen to be in the hands of the managers at the institutional level (50,4%) and 
Academic unit managers and Faculty with balance influence (around 20%). Also, Institutional managers have the 
decisive resolution in the opinion of the respondents (58,9% on average) regarding Selecting key administrators (see 
table 13). Interestingly, the influence of government or external stakeholders on internal management is considered 
to be marginal, except the issue of research evaluation. In this case the influence is shared equally between all the 
responsible factors (the level is around 20%). 
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  2007/2008 
  C
H 
H
R 
I
E 
P
L 
R
O 
D
E 
F
I 
aver
age 
Government or external stakeholders Seni
ors 
1
8,9 
6
,3 
0 0 2
,7 
9
,9 
4
,6 
6,0 
Juni
ors 
1
0,3 
1
1,1 
2
,8 
0 4
,1 
1
4,6 
3
,7 
6,7 
Institutional managers Seni
ors 
6
2,3 
1
8,8 
6
3,8 
8
1,8 
1
9,2 
5
1,5 
8
0,5 
54 
Juni
ors 
3
5,9 
0 4
3,7 
8
0,6 
2
4 
4
7,6 
5
8 
41,5 
Academic unit managers Seni
ors 
0 1
2,5 
1
9,1 
1
,4 
4
,1 
1
3,9 
1
,1 
7,40 
Juni
ors 
0 0 3
3,8 
3
,2 
2
1,4 
1
8,4 
6
,2 11,9 
Faculty committees/boards Seni
ors 
1
5,1 
5
6,3 
1
7,0 
4
,1 
6
4,4 
2
2,8 
1
1,5 27,3 
Juni
ors 
3
5,9 
7
7,8 
1
9,7 
8
,1 
4
5,9 
1
5,5 
2
4,7 32,5 
Individual faculty Seni
ors 
3
,8 
6
,3 
6
3,8 
1
1,3 
6
,8 
2
,0 
2
,3 13,8 
Juni
ors 
1
7,9 
1
1,1 
0 8
,1 
4
,6 
3
,9 
7
,4 7,6 
Students Seni
ors 
0 0 0 1
,4 
2
,7 
0 0 
0,6 
Juni
ors 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total --- 1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
1
00 
100 
Count (n) Seni
ors 
5
3 
1
6 
4
7 
3
62 
7
3 
1
01 
8
7 106 
Juni
ors 
3
9 
1
8 
7
1 
6
2 
1
96 
1
03 
8
1 81 
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E1 At your institution, which actor has the primary influence on each of the following decisions 
Table 13. Selecting key administrators (percent) 
 
Students are also seen as marginal players, with the exception of evaluating teaching. Teaching evaluation, in 
fact, is the one aspect of institutional management that has the most ‘spread influence’ over all actors.  
The location of decision-making power is at the top management (Academic unit managers) and head of units 
(here we indicated the deans/ departmental heads and faculty committees) in term of decisions related to the 
allocation of resources (human resources such as administrators and faculty as well as financial), teaching and 
research. Elsewhere, decision-making power was centralized at Faculty committees/boards for setting admission 
standards for undergraduate students (as shown by 36,9% on average) and for approving  new academic programs, 
according to the views shown by 55,9% of the respondents. Evaluating teaching activity is shared between 
Academic Unit managers and Faculty committees/boards with a weighting of 23,5%;27,2% of respondents’ number. 
In terms of decision, the involvement of government and external stakeholders is limited to selecting faculty, key 
administrators and approval of new academic programs, determining the overall teaching load of faculty and 
evaluating research. Only this last item is representative because the founding allocation decision is at 
government/ministry level. 
 
  2007/2008 
  CH HR IE PL RO DE FI average 
Government or 
external stakeholders 
Seni
ors 
1,4 6,3 0 0 9,5 1,9 0 
2,7 
Juni
ors 
0 5,6 0 1,6 4,7 2,8 1,3 
2,3 
Institutional 
 managers 
Seni
ors 
24,
3 
6,3 20 27,
9 
12,
7 
21,
5 
21,
6 19,2 
Juni
ors 
19,
2 
0 31,
9 
27,
4 
24,
1 
12,
1 
20,
3 19,3 
Academic unit 
managers 
Seni
ors 
0 0 13,
3 
4,9 6,3 29 18,
2 10,2 
Juni
ors 
0 0 14,
5 
11,
3 
25,
3 
37,
4 
10,
1 14,1 
Faculty 
committees/boards 
Seni
ors 
70 68,
8 
66,
7 
65,
3 
63,
5 
13,
1 
43,
2 55,8 
Juni
ors 
73,
1 
94,
4 
53,
6 
59,
7 
40,
6 
17,
8 
34,
2 53,3 
Individual faculty Seni
ors 
4,3 18,
8 
0 1,9 7,9 34,
6 
17 
12,1 
Juni
ors 
7,7 0 0 0 5,3 29,
9 
34,
2 11,0 
Total --- 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Count (n) Seni
ors 
70 16 45 366 63 107 88 
108 
Juni
ors 
52 18 69 62 170 107 79 
80 
E1 At your institution, which actor has the primary influence on each of the following decisions 
Table 14. Making faculty promotion and tenure decisions 
 
Generally, the Academic Unit managers (28,3% on average) and Faculty committees/boards (37% on average) 
are the perceived being very influential in determining the overall teaching load of faculty. Moreover Faculty 
committees/boards (43.7% on average) is very influent on making faculty promotion and tenure decision (table 14). 
In Austrian and Irish cases this influence is decisive for Academic Unit managers. The Faculty committees/boards 
are highly influencing in case of Croatia, Poland and Switzerland.  In junior staff opinion, the decisive factors in 
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determining the overall teaching load of faculty are with equal weights of 25,5% Academic Unit managers and 
Faculty committees/boards. Related with the location of decision power on faculty promotion and tenure decision 
both senior and junior staffs for all countries declare that the Faculty committees/boards are very influential (55,8%; 
53,3%). 
3. Concluding comments 
It is interesting to compare these results of the EuroAc survey especially with respect the internal stakeholders 
and junior-senior academic staff relation in eight European selected countries because these project encompasses 
both countries where reforms in HE system already have implemented and produce effects and countries where 
these reforms are incipient or in early stages of implementation.   
As a first conclusion, junior academic staff and senior academics in many countries seem to have fewer common 
points with respect to influence in managing decisions, influence in academia and job security. This project gives us 
the opportunity to analyze the common elements or disjunction between senior and junior staff in academia. 
As general feature, the academic career is characterized by a long period of learning and productive work. There 
is a clear distinction between junior staff and fully established senior staff. This latter category faces both with a 
high selectivity of the academic career and with a long period of job insecurity (Enders & de Weert, eds., 2004; 
Teichler, ed., 2006). In many countries, academics are only accepted as stable members of the academic profession 
when they have reached a position termed associate professor or a similar status in other countries.  
The junior staff position in the HE system differs systematically from those for senior staff. These differences 
refer to their access to resources, their power in the institutions and many other matters related to their status within 
the profession affect their employment and work situation strongly.  
The junior staff career paths and employment conditions are primarily influenced by the history, resourcing and 
governance of individual national higher education systems. The national system determines the stages and training 
path for the academic professions, recruitment rules and practices, employment legislation, labour relations, 
conditions of remuneration and the status and security of different segments of the profession. During the last ten 
years, the new demands and features of HE system (as massification of education, internationalisation, globalisation, 
marketisation) impose that national particularities of education to be correlated with global trends. As result, the 
similarities and differences experienced by academics in their national systems tend to be brought to a common 
denominator. The EuroAc study provides insights into these similarities and differences, but the data need to be 
interpreted carefully in each national context as well as in their entirety before coming to firm comparative 
conclusions. 
Another concluding remark refers to differences between countries as regards the start of employment at 
universities, e.g. predominantly before the doctorate or predominantly after the doctorate.  As a consequence, in 
some countries, the majority of academic staff are senior academics and in other countries less than a third or one 
half.   
Also, it seems likely that the introduction of greater flexibility in academic employment conditions and the 
reform of traditional career paths will expand the potential for junior staff employment.  
The comparative analysis on internal decisional processes in universities, in EuroAc countries has not been able 
to produce scientifically acceptable answers regarding national differences. In spite of subjectivity of evaluation, it 
has been possible to obtain some general conclusions:   
1.  cultural circumstances and national context (related to organization, career curriculum and career 
advancement) have a great impact, which is statistically significant, on what academics think about university 
governance;   
2.  in all the countries, academics’ predominating feeling are that administrators do not provide competent 
leadership;   
3.  academics believe their influence on policy making to be marginal;   
4.  in all these countries there is a kind of dissatisfaction and a wish for a deep governance change. 
Looking in general at some findings provided here on academics we note that Romanian academics express a 
slightly negative opinion on management because institutional managers are not perceived to be strongly involved in 
current activities or in solving problems faced by academic staff. 
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Regarding the academics’ influence often, but not in all countries, there is a clear distinction between junior staff 
and fully established senior staff, with a little influence for the junior staff. The respondents agree with the growing 
power of management at institutions of higher education, as well as the stronger role of evaluation activities, 
incentives and sanctions, and that all these indicate a weakness position of the academic staff. As administrative 
power is getting stronger and the academic power eroded, many professors reiterated the great importance of 
academic freedom and, meanwhile they are working to improve their accountability and efficiency. 
Although the students in all countries are involved in the evaluation process of academic staff mostly via 
questionnaires, they are not perceived having a real implication in decision making processes at institutional level. 
As expected, junior staff expressed a favourable opinion on student involvement in university policy that affect 
them. 
The career pattern includes scientific environment, recruitment, promotion, contract system, tenure, retirement, 
labour, time spent for work, academic productivity, life-cycle, etc. Participating countries vary widely in their higher 
education structure and this influence the early career paths of academics. Different proportions between junior and 
senior respondents obtaining a doctoral degree exist because holding PhD degree becomes compulsory for holding a 
junior position at a university.  
As regards the attractiveness of the academic profession, the respondents showed widespread opinions. Among 
senior academics there is a slightly disagree opinion that now is not the best time to begin an academic career. On 
average, junior staff expresses same opinion. This is good trend for the higher education system because, especially 
in recent years, there were relatively harsh conditions for junior academics to access the system. 
There are no major differences of responses by senior and junior academic staff in Romania.  
In Romania, from viewpoint of the junior staff, one of the defining characteristics of their institution is a top-
down management style and a strong performance orientation. Communication between management and academics 
is not considered to be very good; this is a characterisation that often is associated with managerialism. Following 
these results, it appears that junior academic staff and senior academics seem to have little in common with respect 
the influence in academia. Union of opinions exists for management style. 
It should be noted that in the case of Romania there is a pregnant phenomenon of ‘Study abroad’. A significant 
proportion of Romanian junior academics studies for their doctorates outside abroad and then returns to take up 
academic employment. Forty-five percent of junior academics working in Romania had undertaken doctoral studies 
within Romania. 
Romanian academics consider their job as a source of personal strain; in Romania the reform of HE system is a 
continuum process and could be one source of stress. 
The findings of this study demonstrate that the European academic scenario is various, complex and deeply 
nationally based. General demand imposed for all national educational system is to look for a more effective 
governance models. This analysis underlines the difficulty of cross-national comparative studies to show national 
differences among single institutional aspects. However, we believe that the European academics are responsive and 
adaptive and the academic entrepreneurialism pattern becomes better implemented in their daily activities. 
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